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Dan Smoot Reports 


DISARMAMENT: SURRENDER 


WORLD GOVERNMENT 


0). March 15, 1960, a ten-nations (five western, five communist-bloc) disarmaments confer- 
ence began in Geneva, Switzerland, to prepare the way for disarmaments discussions at Paris in 


May, 1960, when Eisenhower and Khrushchev meet other heads of government for talks ‘‘at the 
summit.” 


> Ss The disarmament conferences of 1960 do not indicate that the Soviets have been deflected from 
their 40-year objective of world conquest and that they are now willing to disarm: they indicate, 
| on the contrary, that the Soviets are very near to a realization of their old objective. 


A brief review of recefit history reveals a picture, either of cowardly and stupid futility on the 
part of American political leaders, or, of a sinister design to liquidate America as an independent 
republic, in the interests of establishing the one-world socialist dictatorship that the Soviets have 
been seeking since 1917. 


A the summit meeting in Geneva (July, 1955), President Eisenhower proposed an inspection 
plan as a start toward disarmament. He offered to exchange, with the Soviets, blueprints of all de- 
fense establishments and to permit reciprocal aerial reconnaissance. We would give the Soviets de- 
tailed accounts and specifications of everything we were doing for the defense of our country and 


permit them to fly over our country and inspect our defense installations for themselves — if they 
would do the same for us. 
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The soviets rejected Eisenhower’s aerial-inspec- 
tion-disarmament proposal in 1955. Since then, 
there have been endless and fruitless ‘east-west’ 
meetings on the subject of disarmament — the 
Soviets always pretending that they want disarma- 
ment agreements but always rejecting proposals 
for mutual inspections. 


The general public paid little attention, how- 
ever. It assumed (if it noticed at all) that these 
negotiations were a necessary part of the complex 
business of handling foreign relations. 


THE BROAD SCHEME 


A few who had noticed the growing propa- 
ganda drive for “world peace through world 
law” (objective: to permit the world court to as- 
sume jurisdiction over American internal affairs) 
realized that big and dangerous schemes were 
developing. 


I. 1958, Columbia University Press published a 
book, Inspection for Disarmament, edited by Sey- 
mour Melman, which is a prolonged argument for 
total worldwide disarmament, controlled by an 
effective inspection system. It concedes that this 
objective cannot be achieved however until there 
are, 


“radical changes in national loyalties and legal 
obligations in totalitarian as well as in demo- 
cratic nations. 


‘... the replacement of national loyalties by 
international allegiances . . . could give disarmed 
peace strong chances of viability.” 


M.. Melman argues that the international ‘“‘in- 
spectorate” could not operate successfully until all 
the peoples of the world have been mentally con- 
ditioned to report all violations of disarmament 


agreements to the inspectors. When the psychology 
and propaganda of disarmament for peace have 
brought the populations of the world to the point 
where “loyalty to a supranational entity or to man- 
kind is a higher value than loyalty to nation” then 
worldwide disarmament controlled by inspection 
will be possible, because people will consider it 
their patriotic duty (to mankind and to world 
peace) not to keep the defense secrets of their own 
nation, but to report them to the international 
inspectorate. 


In other words, the classic police-state technique 
(which the communists have perfected) of de- 
stroying personal and family loyalties, so that chil- 
dren will spy on parents, and parents will spy on 
children, and friends will spy on friends, must be 
extended to the international level, so that every 
American, every Russian, every Englishman, and 
so on, will consider it his duty to spy on his own 
country and report to the international inspector- 
ate. 


Here then is the broad scheme: to destroy na- 
tional feelings in America and prepare the people 
for a disarmed and ‘peaceful’ one-world. This big 
job was being tackled on many fronts: there were 
‘liberal’ attacks on America’s national anthem, The 
Star Spangled Banner, as being too war-like: we 
ought to have a national anthem more in keeping 
with worldwide togetherness for peace and broth- 
erhood; there were ‘liberal’ attacks on our national 
emblem, the great bald eagle, because he is an 
aggressive and ‘imperialistic’ bird: we ought to 
have a national emblem more symbolic of sweet, 
universal oneness; there was a drive to get the 
United Nations emblem plastered all over the 
American landscape (on the stationery and ve- 
hicles and in the advertising of business firms, and 
in schools, churches, and other public places) ; 
there was powerful push behind “mental health” 
propaganda which, while pretending concern for 
mentally ill people, often seemed, on close analy- 
sis, an effort to brand all old-fashioned American 
patriots as crazy people; and there was, as men- 
tioned, ‘“world-peace-through-world-law” propa- 
ganda to repeal the Connally Reservation (to our 
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declaration of Adherence to the World Court) — 
all a part of the design to “replace national loyal- 
ties” with ‘international allegiances.” 


And all, of course, in the name of disarmament 
and ‘peace’! 


THE PICTURE IN FOCUS 


The whole picture started coming into focus 
when Eisenhower invited Khrushchev to the 
United States. The American people were virtually 
forced to embrace the butcher of the Ukraine. 


Khrushchev, while here, spoke to the United 
Nations General Assembly — on September 18 — 
advocating total worldwide disarmament within 
four years. Instead of treating the Khrushchev pro- 
posal for the dishonest propaganda that it was, 
western “statesmen” (including our own Henry 
Cabot Lodge) spoke of the Khrushchev scheme 
with respect, saying it should be given serious 
consideration. 


In the light of subsequent events, the significant 
thing about Khrushchev’s disarmament speech of 
September 18 was its timing: just the day before, 
Selwyn Lloyd had made a disarmament proposal 
to the United Nations. 


()., September 17, 1959, Selwyn Lloyd, British 
Foreign Secretary, speaking to the United Nations 
General Assembly urged the following three-stage 
disarmament plan: 


First Stage: 


1. An international agreement fixing a specific 
date when all nations will stop making nuclear 
weapons. 


2. An international agreement limiting the 
over-all armed forces of all nations. 


3. An international agreement binding nations 
to surrender, to an international control organi- 
zation, specified quantities of designated weapons. 


4. A conference to consider the political as 
well as technical aspects of an agreement on 
measures against surprise attack. 


5. A study of the nature and functions of an 
international control organ. 


Second Stage: 


1. Progressive reduction of conventional arma- 
ments. 


2. An international agreement upon a specific 
date when all nations will stop producing fission- 
able materials for weapons purposes. 


3. Beginning of reduction of nuclear weapons 
stocks by progressive transfer of military stocks 
of fissionable weapons, whether fabricated into 
weapons or not, to non-weapons uses. 


4. Establishment of a system against surprise 
attack. 


5. Agreement on a system to insure peaceful 
use of outer space. 


6. Beginning of development of control organ 
to maintain the peace. 


Third Stage: 


1. A worldwide ban on the manufacture of 
nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons for 
mass destruction. 


2. A ban on the use of such weapons. 


3. A ban on the use of outer space for military 
purposes. 

4. Examination of the possibility of control- 
ling and then eliminating all remaining stocks of 
nuclear and mass-destruction weapons. 


5. Establishment of effective international con- 
trol of military budgets. 


6. As nuclear weapons are reduced, there 
would be final reductions of military manpower 
and conventional arms to levels required for in- 
ternal security only. 


7. The international control organ should 
reach its full capacity for keeping the peace. 


8. At every point in this plan, there would be 
effective inspection to insure compliance. 


Notice that Selwyn Lloyd’s proposal is identi- 
cal with Khrushchev’s on the major point: total, 
worldwide disarmament, without inspection. The 
Lloyd plan does insist on inspection and, at one 
point, says hopefully that adequate inspection will 
occur at every stage of the plan; but if you will 
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examine the plan carefully, you will see that dis- 
armament comes first: international inspection and 
control come next. 


0., October 18, 1959, Francis O. Wilcox, assist- 
ant secretary of state in charge of international 
organization affairs, speaking to the Greater 
Miami Association for the United Nations, said: 


“The United States is willing to go as far as 
other nations will go toward complete disarma- 
ment, provided such disarmament is accompa- 
nied by a satisfactory system of controls. 


“We are quite prepared to permit Soviet rep- 
resentatives to participate in inspection arrange- 
ments in our territory. We do not fear their pres- 
ence. In the circumstances envisaged, we would 
have nothing to hide.” 


Hl. said that the problem of disarmament and 
controls is “almost as difficult as the riddle of the 
chicken and the egg.” Asked to explain, he said it 
is difficult to tell which should come first, dis- 
armament or controls. 


I. it not evident that Mr. Wilcox, here in his 
‘chicken-and-egg’ comparison, is anticipating that 
we may have to accept disarmament proposals like 
those of the British: that is, disarmament first, and 
inspection later — which will actually mean dis- 
armament without inspection? 


THE BIG SCARE 


0. the night of December 18, 1959, the United 
Artists’ moving picture, On the Beach (starring 
Gregory Peck, Ava Gardner, Fred Astaire) had 
its premier run simultaneously in 18 major cities 
throughout the world (including Moscow). The 
movie is about the last, dying persons on earth, 
following a nuclear war: It is a propaganda piece 
to scare the people of the world witless — to con- 
dition them for any sacrifice that might be neces- 
sary to achieve the ideal of worldwide disarma- 


ment, to save the world from the holocaust of a 
nuclear war. 


In the western world — particularly in the 
United States — maximum publicity efforts were 
made to guarantee that the public would get the 
message. In the Soviet Union, however, only the 
top echelon of the communist high command 
knew anything about it. 


The United Press International dispatch from 
Moscow (December 18) said: 


“On the Beach, an American movie about the 
end of the world, was premiered in Moscow last 
night with its star, Gregory Peck, on hand in per- 
son. But not many Russians knew about it... . 


“The movie was unveiled . . . for a strictly in- 
vited audience of 1200 top Soviet officials, foreign 
diplomats and correspondents (plus the Ameri- 
can Ambassador) . . . . Only a small crowd of 
ordinary Russians heard about the premiere .... 

“Movies depicting the possibility of war de- 
stroying the earth are not made in the Soviet 
Union.” 


The communist officials applauded Gregory 
Peck and U. S. Ambassador Llewelyn Thompson 
and they applauded the conclusion of the film. 


As well they might! It was exactly as if the dis- 
armament propaganda piece had been produced 
for their benefit and brought to them for a private 
showing to see whether they approved! Would 
the film help soften the peoples of the western 
world and condition them to accept any conces- 
sions which their governments might make at the 
forthcoming disarmament conferences, while leav- 


ing people behind the Iron Curtain untouched by 
its scare message? 


THE BIG ‘FACTS’ 


0. January 13, 1960, Thomas S. Gates, Jr. (Sec- 
retary of Defense) and General Nathan Twining 
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(Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff) appeared 
before the House Subcommittee on Defense Ap- 
propriations to evaluate our military strength and 
to anticipate the outcome of an all-out war with 
the Soviet Union. Here, in essence, is what Secre- 
tary Gates told the Committee: 


Secretary Gates outlined our military accomp- 
lishments (and inadequacies) with confidence, 
while explaining our ‘new intelligence’ which in- 
dicates that the Soviets’ present superiority in 


supermissiles will undoubtedly reach a peak in 
1962. 


Gates stressed our superiority in manned 
bombers, stated that we were well ahead of the 
USSR in air-to-air refueling capabilities and 
‘other important air-warfare techniques,’ and said 
he agreed with President Eisenhower that our 
military-missile program does not suffer from the 
Soviets’ substantial lead in the production of very 
large rocket engines. 


As a remedy for our position, Gates suggested 
‘a whole complex of related measures’: improved 
warning against both missile and air-craft attack, 
reduction of reaction time, dispersal, protective 
hardening, concealment and mobility, and ‘as 
soon as practicable’ an effective active defense 
against ballistic missiles as well as aircraft. 


Gates was hopeful about what he called a very 
‘significant change’ in the Defense Department's 
approach to the defense question. The change 
was brought about, he indicated, by Mr. Allen 
Dulles (Director of Central Intelligence Agency) 
who formerly gave the Defense Department in- 
telligence figures dealing with the ‘theoretical 
Soviet capability.’ Apparently these figures on 
‘theoretical Soviet capability’ had not been worth 
very much to the Defense Department, but what 
Mr. Dulles is now giving the Department is very 
worthwhile. Mr. Gates said: 


“... the great divergence, based on figures that 
have been testified to in years past, narrows, be- 
cause we talked before about a different set of 
comparisons — ones that were based on Soviet 
capabilities. This present one is an intelligence 
estimate on what we believe he (the Soviet) 
probably will do, not what he is capable of 
doing.” 


General Twining, appearing before the House 
subcommittee jointly with Mr. Gates, apparently 
thought Mr. Gates was talking too much. General 
Twining said to the Committee: 


“The only way we can deal with this fellow 
(Soviet Russia) is not to tell him how deficient 
we are today; we are prone to do this at times... 
but I think it is very dangerous.” 


I. a press conference on February 8, 1960, Pres- 
ident Eisenhower expressed his views on America’s 
military strength. Explaining our previous diff- 
culty in intelligence matters’ and our present mili- 
tary inadequacy, the President said: 


“Only three or four years ago, there was a 
great outcry about the alleged bomber gap in 
favor of the Russians, and there was a great deal 
of talk about it, and actually, I think we got 
more, a billion dollars or something like that — 


900 million — more for bombers that year than I 
asked for. 


“Now subsequent intelligence investigation 
showed that that estimate was wrong, and that, 
far from stepping up their production of bomb- 
ers, the Soviets were diminishing it or even elimi- 
nating that production .... 


“I do say that this whole business of intelli- 
gence is a very intricate — or of producing intel- 
ligence, and our intelligence estimate is a very 
intricate and very complex thing... . 


“Now, the Soviets have made some very spec- 
tacular achievements, but I don’t think that we 
should begin to bow our heads in shame, because 
in a few years we have kept — we have gotten up 
and gone past them in many fields of this work, 


when they have been working on it ever since 
ans 


Pictenring to find out exactly what we do have 
in missiles, and what our defense planners ac- 
complished with the extra 900 million dollar ap- 
propriation to which the President referred, 
Congress has obtained some facts: 


The United States has one squadron of 6,300 
mile Atlas missiles available at Vandenberg Air 
Force Base, near Los Angeles. This one squadron 
has 10 missiles; half of these are being used for 
training and the other ‘four or five’ are kept ready 
for emergency use if war comes. Another such 
squadron ‘is due for activation’ in April at War- 
ren Air Force Base, near Cheyenne, Wyoming. 


At present, Atlas has completed its nineteenth 
successful test and is considered highly reliable. 
But Titan, the planned successor of Atlas, has 
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been plagued with test failures, has fallen behind 
schedule, and unless it shows spectacular im- 
provement in the near future, it may be aban- 
doned and Atlas production stepped up. 


The plan, now, is to produce 130 Atlas and 140 
Titan missiles by 1963. (The Russians are ex- 
pected to have 300 long-range missiles by 1962.) 
The Air Force supermissile, Minuteman, is ahead 
of schedule, is likely to become operational in 
1962, and should be in quantity production by 
1963. 


Meanwhile, the struggle of Missile production 
is being off-set by a new Ballistic Missile Early 
Warning System which was announced on Feb- 
ruary 17th. This BMEWS will be a network of 
super-radar installations designed to give fifteen 
minute warning if Russia should launch a sur- 
prise ICBM attack. Three such installations are 
planned: the central station in Thule, Greenland, 
is to be finished by the end of 1960; another is to 
be finished in Alaska in 1961; a third is ‘under 
contract’ in Great Britain. 


Our defense planners have mentioned (hope- 
fully) one Soviet disadvantage: since Russia has 
no foreign bases (an unestablished assumption) 
we can only be attacked by their long-range mis- 
siles. Such an attack would not be effective (that 
is, leave us incapable of retaliation) unless the 
Russians could strike all U. S. air and missile 
bases simultaneously and without warning. 


Inasmuch as our present long-range missiles, 
using liquid fuel, cannot be launched on exact 
schedule, it is being assumed that the Soviet’s 
long-range missiles are also thus handicapped; 
therefore, even though the Soviets have the 100 
long-range missiles necessary to destroy us, 
launching problems would make it impossible for 
them to send the available 100 missiles in our 
direction simultaneously. As a result, some mis- 
siles would arrive long before others, providing 
the needed fifteen minute warning for our new 
(and uncompleted) Ballistic Missile Early Warn- 
ing System! Our defense experts say that ‘evi- 
dence is strong that the Russians are still using 
liquid-fueled missiles’ and on this ‘evidence’ they 
base their assumption that the Russians cannot 
simultaneously launch 100 missiles to reduce this 
country to a cinder. 


| el factual revelations about American de- 
fense are a rather sudden development. All of a 
sudden — in January and February, 1960 — many 
details of America’s military preparedness (which 


theretofore had been unavailable to both the Con- 
gress and the people) were being discussed openly 
by the President, the Secretary of State, the Secre- 
tary of Defense and other leading national de- 
fense planners. In essence, the facts which have 
suddenly been made available give this picture: 


Between now and 1963, we have (or expect to 
have) enough military power to destroy much of 
the U.S.S.R., although not enough to prevent 
massive Soviet attacks on the United States; but, 
by 1963, our missile program and our new Ballis- 
tic Missile Early Warning System will be suffi- 
ciently improved and established that our posi- 
tion will be substantially better! 


Have our high government defense planners and 
experts made this fantastic information available 
and offered these ridiculous and shameful expla- 
nations and assurances because they believe the 
public will be enlightened by them? 


Not at all. 


This ghastly picture of our inability to defend 
ourselves has been made available for one reason: 
to help reduce the nation to such a state of quiver- 
ing fear that we will look upon the possibility of 
disarmament as the only hope for saving the 
United States from total destruction. 


THE PLAN 


0. February 19, 1960, Christian A. Herter, 
Secretary of State, spoke to the National Press 
Club in Washington, D. C. He said: 


“If the Soviets should wish to negotiate seri- 
ously in the ten-nation commission, they will find 
us ready. Your Government is making intensive 
preparations 


“Progressive, gradual and balanced reductions 
in national military forces, can and should be 
accomplished. Manpower ceilings should be 
placed on national forces, and designated quan- 
tities of conventional armaments transferred to 
international custody. 


“These measures to create a stable military en- 
vironment would be the first stage in our ap- 
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proach to disarmament. They would enhance our 
national security and reduce the danger of war. 


“To assure a world of peaceful change, we 
should project a second stage of general disarma- 
ment. Our objective in this second stage would 
be two-fold: 


“First, to create certain universally accepted 
rules of law which, if followed, would prevent all 
nations from attacking other nations. Such rules 
of law should be backed by a world court and by 
effective means of enforcement — that is, by in- 
ternational armed forces. 


“Second, to reduce national armed forces, un- 
der safeguarded and verified arrangements, to the 
point where no single nation or group or nations 
could effectively oppose this enforcement of in- 
ternational law by international machinery. 


“Unless both these objectives are kept firmly 
in view, an agreement for general disarmament 
might lead to a world of anarchy. In the absence 
of effective international peace-keeping machin- 
ery, nations might violate the disarmament agree- 
ment with impunity and thus seek to gain a 


decisive head start in building up their arma- 
mente... . 


“To guard against these dangers, we should, 
as general disarmament is approached, work 


toward effective international arrangements 


which will maintain peace and security and pro- 
mote justice according to law. We are ready now 
to take part in appropriate studies to this end. A 
useful framework and a considerable body of ex- 
perience already exists in the United Nations. . .. 


“We will not, and should not, wait, however, 
to make a start in taking more limited measures 
that would have independent value in promoting 
the growth of institutions for keeping the peace 
and that would facilitate progress toward dis- 
armament. 


“I have in mind such actions as enhancing the 
usefulness of the United Nations International 
Law Commission and supporting General Ham- 
marskjold’s efforts to develop stand-by arrange- 
ments for the United Nations force and other 
forms of United Nations presence in places where 
there is danger of a resort to force. We plan to 
consult in the United Nations on a series of such 
specific measures... .” 


A lead editorial in the February 22, 1960, New 
York Times said: 


“The ultimate solution, as envisaged by Secre- 
tary Herter and others, must lie in total disarma- 
ment which will . . . create a world of peaceful 
change under law administered by a world court 
and enforced by an international police force. . . . 


WHO IS DAN SMOOT? 


Dan Smoot was born in Missouri. Reared in Texas, he attended SMU in Dallas, taking BA and MA degrees 


from that university in 1938 and 1940. 


In 1941, he joined the faculty at Harvard as a Teaching Fellow in English, doing graduate work for the de- 
gree of Doctor of Philosophy in the field of American Civilization. 


In 1942, he took leave of absence from Harvard in order to join the FBI. At the close of the war, he stayed 


in the FBI, rather than return to Harvard. 


He served as an FBI Agent in all parts of the nation, handling all kinds of assignments. But for three and a 
half years, he worked exclusively on communist investigations in the industrial midwest. For two years following 
that, he was on FBI headquarters staff in Washington, as an Administrative Assistant to J. Edgar Hoover. 

After nine and a half years in the FBI, Smoot resigned to help start the Facts Forum movement in Dallas. As 
the radio and television commentator for Facts Forum, Smoot, for almost four years spoke to a national audience 


giving both sides of great controversial issues. 


In July, 1955, he resigned and started his own independent program, in order to give only one side — the 
side that uses fundamental American principles as a yardstick for measuring all important issues. 

If you believe that Dan Smoot is providing effective tools for those who want to think and talk and write on 
the side of freedom, you can help immensely by subscribing, and encouraging others to subscribe, to The Dan 


Smoot Report. 
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“Secretary Herter’s vision means in effect world 
government.” 


0. February 27, 1960, E. W. Kenworthy, in a 
column for The New York Times, datelined at 
Washington, said: 


“Western experts here have nearly reached 
agreement on the disarmament proposal to be 
laid before the Soviet Union at Geneva .... The 
proposal, except for a few insignificant changes, 
is a duplication of the three-stage plan that Sel- 
wyn Lloyd, British Foreign Secretary, outlined in 
the United Nations General Assembly last Sep- 
tember 17th.” 


The President of the United States is going to 
a big power conference in May, with an an- 
nounced plan to disarm America and surrender 
her to a world government! 


Since there is no conceivable way to make the 
Soviets also disarm, any sane person on earth 
knows that the world government to which -we 
surrender our sovereignty will be controlled by the 
Soviets: it will, in fact, be the worldwide dictator- 


ship that the Soviets have been planning since 
1917. 


WHAT 10 DO? 


When the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
scheduled hearings for January 27, 1960, on the 
question of whether Congress should repeal the 
Connally Reservation, it seemed a foregone con- 
clusion that the Reservation would be repealed 
and that the World Court would thus be given 
jurisdiction over American internal affairs. The 
American people learned of this hugger-mugger 
affair and buried the Congress under an avalanche 
of protest; and the American people by thus writ- 
ing and wiring their elected officials, stopped re- 
peal of the Connally Reservation, for this session 
of Congress at least. 


The American people can be equally effective in 
stopping the announced disarmament plans which 
President Eisenhower will present at the summit 
conference in May. If they try hard enough, they 
could possibly convince the President and the Sec- 
retary of State that even attending the May con- 
ference is dreadfully wrong. 
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